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"both admitted that, while they were liable to pay their notes in
specie, they were obliged to regulate their issues by the Foreign
Exchanges and the price of Bullion; they both admitted that
since the restriction they had paid no regard to their former rules,
and they denied the necessity of so doing. They both denied that
the issues of their notes had any effect upon the Exchanges, or
were in any way the cause of the high adverse Exchange, and they
both denied that a limitation of their issues would have the slightest
effect in reducing the Exchange to par. They both maintained
that there could be no over-issue of their notes so long as they
were confined to the discount of paper of undoubted solidity
founded upon real transactions

44. Nothing can be more remarkable than the perfect identity
in sentiment in every point of opinion and policy, between these
two sets of directors, but we must remark a circumstance that will
detract considerably from the weight of their opinion, namely, that
they were all interested witnesses. In the first place, since the
restriction upon paying in specie, and so being relieved of fulfilling
their obligations, they had extended their discounts enormously,
and their profits upon their extended issues had been proportionate,
the dividends to the proprietors had greatly increased; and
secondly, they were in the position of semi-defendants; their
policy was certainly impugned; the Committee was a species of
court of enquiry into their conduct, and it certainly was not likely
that they would admit that the principles they were acting upon
could be wrong, when they were so very lucrative to the proprietors
of the Bank. The same objection of interested testimony equally
applies to that of the merchants, for they were interested in obtain-
ing as large an amount of accommodation from the Bank as
possible, and a restriction of its issues would have curtailed their
operations, speculative or otherwise; consequently their interests
were better served by the doctrines and policy of the Bank
directors. Both Committees, however, examined witnesses of an
independent position, who had no interest one way or the other,
and in each case they totally disagreed from the opinions of the
Bank directors, and condemned their policy. And in both cases
the Committee, having examined all those witnesses of different
shades and opposite opinions, presented reports strongly con-